CORESTA PAPER PERMEABILITY TASK FORCE 


Minutes of the Third Meeting 

28 April 1994 

Venue: 

Novotel Hamburg West 


0.0 Attendees 

A list is attached. 

1.0 Opening remarks. 

On behalf of Reemtsma, S. Trede welcomed the delegates to Hamburg. 

B. Camm, the Chairman, responded on behalf of the Meeting, and welcomed R. 
Sanches who was attending for the first time. 

2.0 The Agenda 

The Agenda was tabled and approved. 

3.0 Minutes of the previous meeting. 

The Minutes were accepted without alteration. 

3.1 Matters arising from the minutes of the previous meeting. 

There were no matters arising. The Chairman noted that the actions required, i.e. to 
complete the Collaborative Study and to form a sub-group to draft the new Standard 
Method, had been carried out. The Draft Standard had been circulated to the 
delegates and formed an Agenda item for this Meeting. 

4.0 The analysis of the data from the Collaborative Study. 

E. Wilkes presented the statistical analysis of the data from the Collaborative Study. 
The details of the analysis are given in Appendix A to these Minutes. Included in this 
analysis are values for r (the repeatability) and R (the reproducibility) of the Method 
for the six papers that were tested. The results for paper C demonstrate that the 
values for r & R obtained from this study may only be applicable to the papers 
tested in this study. The analysis also looked at the effect of sucking versus blowing 
the air through the sample during testing, and the effect of using either ISO 
187:1990 (50±5)% RH or ISO 3402:1991 (60±5)% RH as the standard for the 
control of relative humidity during conditioning and testing. This analysis indicates 
that although the effect of sucking versus blowing is statistically significant the 
magnitude of the effect is sufficiently small to be of no practical importance. The 
analysis also indicates that changing the relative humidity during conditioning and 
testing has no significant effect on the outcome of the tests. 
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4,1 Discussion of the statistical analysis. 

Much discussion centred around the calculation of r {the repeatability of the 
method). H. Lorenz said that in his opinion the value of r as given was too large. 
The value of r should be the repeatability of the method, free from any effect of the 
variability of any of the papers being tested. The correct value of r could only be 
obtained by repeatedly testing the same piece of paper at the same place - this to 
be done by marking the position of the damp so that the paper could be 
repositioned under the clamp in the same position time after time. He presented 
data (see Appendix B) to show that if this procedure were followed then the value of 
r derived from data obtained in this way would be considerably smaller than that 
given in the analysis as presented by E. Wilkes. 

B. KluB also presented some data obtained by repeatedly measuring the same 
piece of paper at 1 mm displacements (see Appendix C). His data showed however 
that small errors in the repositioning of the paper - errors of less than 1 mm - could 
have an effect on the measurement. 

H. Dymond said that technically the point made by H. Lorenz was correct. In 
practice however, especially in the context of a Collaborative study, the repeat 
measurement of the same piece of paper at the same place on the paper was not a 
viable option. Taking repeat measurements on single strips of paper within each 
laboratory, but each laboratory using different strips of paper, would mean that r and 
R would not be related. He drew attention to the paragraph in ISO 5725 Section 
One paragraph 4.2.4 where this very point is addressed. This Standard makes it 
clear that in situations where the same or identical test piece(s) cannot be used in 
all the participating laboratories then different samples may be used in each 
laboratory, but every effort shall be made to ensure that these samples are as 
identical as possible. The protocol governing the conduct of this Collaborative study 
had fulfilled this requirement, and the values of r were therefore correct. 

E. Wilkes pointed out that the analysis could be used to derive a value of r with the 
effect of day-to-day and strip-to-strip variability removed. This value would then be 
based upon single measurements taken at intervals of approximately 4 cm on single 
strips of paper. It seemed doubtful if this would be a useful measure however since 
day-to-day variability was an inherent part of laboratory practice, and the draft 
Recommended Method defined one result as the mean of ten single readings. 

B. Camm summarised the discussion by saying that H. Lorenz had raised an 
interesting and technically correct point, but in practice his procedure could not form 
the basis of a collaborative study. The protocol for the study was designed to 
evaluate the draft method following the procedures given in ISO 5725. Although the 
repeat measurement of the same piece of paper in the same place may well provide 
some useful information about the performance of the various permeability 
instruments available, for the purposes of providing values of r and R to be written 
into the draft standard the analysis of the data (as given in Appendix A) with its 
associated values of r and R must be accepted. 
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H. Lorenz repeated his view that the method itself was better than the value of r 
would indicate. H. Dymond then proposed that a second table showing a derived 
value of r with the effect of day-to-day and strip-to-strip variability removed 
(arithmetically adjusted to be equivalent to results given as the mean of ten 
readings) could be included in the Draft Standard. This would follow a reprint of the 
statement quoted from ISO 5725:1990 Section One paragraph 4.2.4. This was 
agreed. 

5.0 Consideration of the Draft Recommended Method 


The draft proposal for the CORESTA Recommended Method for the Measurement 
of Paper Permeability was circulated to delegates prior to the Meeting. A number of 
detailed amendments were tabled by the delegates. A number of these concerned 
consistency of phraseology, spelling, punctuation, etc. and will not be listed here. 

A number of more substantive comments and suggested amendments were as 
follows;- 

1. The Introduction is rather long but is probably necessary. 

2. The Standard Conditions adopted for this method are not made clear. 

3. The clamp pressure is not specified. 

4. The applicability of the lower and upper limits of the pressure across the sample 

need clarification. 

5. The use of higher pressures for low permeability papers, as well as the 

possibility of using alternative'head designs, should be more adequately dealt 
with, possibly as notes. 

6. The tolerance limits for the pressure across the sample should be 1,0±0.05 kPa. 

7. The use of symbols in the equations should be less ambiguous e.g. confusion of 

the use of the symbol P for both permeability and pressure. 

8. The physical units of the terms used (pressure etc.) should be correctly 

specified. 

9. The description of the direction of the air-flow through the paper should be 

specified more clearly. 

10. The geometry of the clamp orifice, in particular the limits on the dimensions and 

the radii of the comers needs to be specified more exactly. 

11. The requirements for the resolution and range of the air-flow meter are too 

restrictive. The standard should allow for air-flow meters working over a small 
range specific to the testing of a particular type of paper. 

12. The appropriate use of seals during leak testing of the instrument should be 

included in the method. 

13. There should be a reference to the method used for the calibration of the 

standard test pieces. 

14. There should be a Note covering the measurement of the permeability of 

specialist papers which fall outside the scope of this standard. 

It was agreed that the sub-group should be reconvened to re-draft the Standard, 
taking account of the above points. The revised Draft Standard would then be 
circulated to the members of the Task Force for approval before being submitted to 
the Technology Study Group. 
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6.0 Any Other Business 


No further meetings of this Task Force are planned 
Values of r and R for the second tatte 
rSee above 4.1 (last paragraphVI. 

r R 

Paper A 1.567 5.716 
Paper B 3.117 7.894 
Paper C 249.0 296.8 
Paper D 519.3 1773 

Paper E 11.71 22.91 
Paper F 45.21 95.13 


These values of r and R have been derived from the analysis of single observations 
with between-day and between-strip effects removed, and adjusted to be equivalent 
to values that might have been obtained from a similar analysis of the mean of 10 
readings replicated within a single strip. 


PM3000984262 

Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/kgmk0001 



Paper Permeability Task Force 
28th April 1994 


ATTENDEES 


v 


NAME 
E B Wilkes 
P Andrieux 
C Kursteiner 
P Shillabeer 
R McKeivor 
E Cumming 
R Sanchez 
B L6pez 
N Piriou 
H Oertel 
C Russe 
K Blocker 
B KluS 
WTrinkies 
H-W Lorenz 
K Thelen 
S Trede 
G Tuplin 
J-L Damret 
H F Dymond 
B J Camm 


COMPANY 

Consultant Statistician, UK 
Groupe Lana, France 
Philip Morris-Europe, Switzerland 
BAT, UK 

Gallaher, N. Ireland 
Rothmans, UK 
Miguel y Costas, Spain 
Tabacalera, Spain 
Papeteries de Mauduit, France 
Schoeller & Hoesch, Germany 
SEITA, France 
Borgwaidt, Germany 
Borgwaldt, Germany 
BAT, Germany 
BAT, Germany 
Wattens, Austria 
Reemtsma, Germany 
Robert Fletcher, UK 
SEITA, France 
Consultant, UK 
Filtrona Instruments, UK 


P M3000984263 

Source: https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/kgmk0001 




